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Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment received 1/18/06 has been entered in full. Although the 
amendment to claims 16-17 are recognized, these amendments are made to withdrawn 
claims thus these claims, as in the previous office action, are not being examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/18/06 with regards to claim 1 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Specifically the Applicant argues that Slocum 
does not disclose "a first server in operable communication with the first database, the 
first server programmed to send, at a predetermined time, one or more digitized images 
from the first database to a biometric recognition system, the biometric recognition 
system in operable communication with a second database". The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Specifically Slocum discloses a first server (20 of figure 1) in operable 
communication with the first database (col. 6 lines 1-6, discloses that the images 
collected by the acquisition unit may be stored either in the server 20 or a separate 
database 36, if it is stored in the server 20 then it is in operable communication with the 
database), the first server programmed to send, at a predetermined time, one or more 
digitized images from the first database to a biometric recognition system, the biometric 
recognition system in operable communication with a second database (as discussed in 
col. 9 lines 50-61 there is a verification module [read as a biometric recognition system] 
which is carried out in the data processor 34 [col. 7 line 66 - col. 8 line 11] which 
involves comparing the images stored in the server 20 which are sent to the verification 
module 34 at the predetermined time when an individual attempts to receive an 
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identification card and the verification module is in operable communication with a 
second database 24 which is a demographic database). Thus Slocum effectively reads 
on the limitations of claim 1 . 

Regarding the Applicants arguments to claim 1 1 , the Examiner agrees that there 
are different elements than claim 1 which were not addressed in the rejection. Thus a 
new rejection is included below and this action will be made non-final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Slocum 
et al. USPN 6,430,306 (hereinafter "Slocum"). 

Regarding claim 1 Slocum discloses a system for issuing identification 
documents to a plurality of individuals (col. 1 lines 5-10, col. 5 lines 10-16), comprising: 
a first database, the first database storing a plurality of digitized images, each digitized 
image comprising a biometric image of an individual seeking an identification document 
(col. 6 lines 1-6 discloses a central image server 20 which stores the biometric image of 
a user attempting to obtain an identification document as well as an optional datable 
memory 36); a first server (20 of figure 1 ) in operable communication with the first 



Application/Control Number: 10/723,240 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2624 

database (col. 6 lines 1-6, discloses that the images collected by the acquisition unit 
may be stored either in the server 20 or a separate database 36, if it is stored in the 
server 20 then it is in operable communication with the database), the first server 
programmed to send, at a predetermined time, one or more digitized images from the 
first database to a biometric recognition system, the biometric recognition system in 
operable communication with a second database (as discussed in col. 9 lines 50-61 
there is a verification module [read as a biometric recognition system] which is carried 
out in the data processor 34 [col. 7 line 66 - col. 8 line 11] which involves comparing the 
images stored in the server 20 which are sent to the verification module 34 at the 
predetermined time when an individual attempts to receive an identification card and the 
verification module is in operable communication with a second database 24 which is a 
demographic database), the second database including biometric templates associated 
with individuals whose images have been previously captured (col. 8 lines 10-38, and 
col. 9 lines 50-61 ); receive from the biometric recognition system, for each digitized 
image sent, an indicator, based on the biometric searching of the second database, as 
to whether the second database contains any images of individuals who may at least 
partially resemble the digitized image that was sent (col. 9 lines 50-61 discloses finding 
a projection signal [indicator] which is similar to the projection signal of the acquired 
image); and a workstation in operable communication with the first server, the 
workstation configured to permit a user to review the indicator and to make a 
determination as to whether the individual is authorized to be issued an identification 
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document or to keep an identification document in the individual's possession (col. 10 
lines 3-32). 

Regarding claim 2, the digitized image of Slocum is a facial image (col. 1 lines 

5- 

11). 

Regarding claim 3, Slocum discloses that the identification document can be a 
driver's license (col. 5 line 45). 

Regarding claims 4-5, Slocum discloses creating eigenvectors (biometric 
template) and providing the template to a recognition system (col. 8 lines 10-38). 

Regarding claim 6, Slocum discloses comprising a list of data associated with 
individuals whose images at least partially resemble the digitized image that was sent 
(col. 10 lines 3-32). 

Regarding claim 7, Slocum discloses a third database in operable 
communication with the workstation, the third database storing at least one of images 
and non-image data associated with each biometric template in the second database, 
wherein the workstation is configured to be able to retrieve information from the third 
database upon request and display it to a user (col. 9 lines 37-45). 

Regarding claim 8, Slocum discloses wherein the indicator comprises a user 
interface, the user interface retrieving from the third database the images of at least a 
portion of the images of individuals that the biometric recognition system has 
determined may at least partially resemble the digitized image that was sent (col. 10 
lines 3-32). 
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Regarding claim 9, Slocum discloses visually comparing the digitized image that 
was sent directly to an image of an individual whose data was returned in the indicator 
by the facial recognition search system (col. 10 lines 3-32). 

Regarding claim 10, Slocum discloses a data acquisition element (22 of figure 1). 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Slocum. 

Claim 1 1 contains similar limitations to claim 1 addressed above thus only the 
differences will be discussed here. Claim 11 has the additional limitations that each 
match has a score, selecting from the second database those results having a score 
above a predetermined threshold and providing the results to a fourth database and 
providing the selected results to an investigator. As discussed above Slocum in col. 9 
lines 47-61 discloses searching the official record database to identify any records 
having a projection signal similar to the projection signal of the acquired image. If the 
verification module determines that there is one or more very similar images the 
process proceeds to step 180 and displays these duplicate images. From this section it 
is inherent that the projection signal represents a score, and that the scores must be 
compared to a threshold in order to determine if they are "very similar or not". The 
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section does not explicitly disclose that the results are provided to a fourth database, 
however it is well known that a system can have multiple databases in order to 
accommodate various different processes and that the images must be at least stored 
in a buffer or a database in order to display them. The decision to store these images in 
their own database would be a matter of design choice that would have no criticality on 
the function of the invention of Slocum. Slocum carries out the same process of 
determining whether or not an individual attempting to obtain an identification card is 
entitled to receive one, and one of ordinary skill in the art would view it as an obvious 
variation as to the number of databases that are used in the system to store the 
information. Thus at the time of the invention one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
modified Slocum in a design choice manner to obtain the invention of claim 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 12, the very similar images are displayed by Slocum (col. 9 lines 
57-61). 

Regarding claim 13, Slocum discloses storing the image and demographic data 
into an enforcement buffer within the data processor and can have a law enforcement 
official issue a citation to the applicant. 

Regarding claim 14, Slocum discloses receiving an indicator from an investigator 
and repeating the steps (col. 10 lines 3-54). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN B. STREGE whose telephone number is 



Application/Control Number: 10/723,240 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2624 

(571)272-7457. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday between the 
hours of 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/John B Strege/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



